Bunch et al. (1) attempt to distort the significance of our results by referring to percentage variations rather than absolute concentrations in platinum group elements (PGE). Table 1 shows that the highest Ir concentrations we measured within the intervals highlighted by Bunch et al. (1) are roughly 30 times lower than those they previously reported (2) . Readers should note that Ir data from the University of Hawaii and Belgian laboratories compare well with those from other laboratories using different analytic methods, and that our data from the Younger Dryas (YD) sections do not remotely resemble analyses of sediments from known impact horizons. Bunch et al. (1) implicitly acknowledge that the original data (2) are erroneous by selectively replotting our data to argue that small variations in Ir concentrations, 3-5× crustal average, ≈22 pg/g (3), suggest an extraterrestrial (ET) component. However, it has been known for nearly 2 decades that Ir enrichments of this magnitude can easily result from diagenetic redistribution of Ir and are not indicative of the presence of a meteoritic component (4) . Additionally, the radiogenic 187 Os/ 188 Os ratios preclude a significant extraterrestrial Os component ( Table 1) . The fact that we did not attempt to isolate magnetic spherules for analysis does not undermine our interpretations. The important and irrefutable point of this study is that two independent laboratories with an established experience in PGE analyses failed to reproduce the previously reported Ir data (2). If indeed a magnetic, Ir-rich material is present, its abundance is so very low that it could easily be attributed to non-ET sources. Additionally, the use alone of magnetic grains as impact marker, that cannot be corroborated (5), does not provide diagnostic evidence of an impact event.
Bunch et al. (1) We are not experts in nanodiamond formation and have clearly identified our comments about nanodiamonds as speculative. Given that definitive evidence for either an impact crater or impact ejecta are lacking, it seems prudent to assume that not all possible routes to nanodiamond synthesis are known at this time.
In closing we wish to thank Bunch et al. (1) for their comment because it brought to our attention a typographical error in our supplemental material (7) . Specifically, the results of our TDB-1 reference material analyses should read 0.086 ± 0.012, not 0.086 ± 0.12 ( Table 2 shows the result of individual analyses for clarity). 
